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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The Declarations filed on 25 July 2005 under 37 CFR 1 .131 have been 
considered but are ineffective to overcome the U.S. Patent No. 6,819,710 (herein 
Dupuis) reference. 

The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish diligence from a date prior to 
the date of reduction to practice of the Dupuis reference to either a constructive 
reduction to practice or an actual reduction to practice. Specifically, several gaps in 
time exist between the specifically alleged events. This raises doubt as to the due 
diligence on part of the applicant. 

A first gap exists between the dates of 21 June 2000 and 26 June 2000. In 
particular, the inventor's allege that they reviewed a final draft on the former date, but 
that the final draft was subsequently filed on the latter date. The time period between 
these two dates comprises part of the critical period where due diligence is required to 
be shown. Specifically, the time right before the reduction to practice of the Dupuis 
reference is not accounted for. 

A second gap exists between the dates of 26 June 2000 and 28 June 2000. 
Again, no activity is alleged between these two dates, and as such, an apparent period 
of inactivity has not been accounted for. Accordingly, a portion of the critical period, 
namely the time extending between the reduction to practice of Dupuis and the 
reduction to practice of the instant application, has not been accounted for. Please note 
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that it is not enough merely to allege that applicant or patent owner had been diligent. 
Ex parte Hunter, 1889 CD. 218, 49 O.G. 733 (Comm'r Pat. 1889). 

Because facts regarding the diligence of the applicant during the two above 
mentioned gaps have not been presented in form of either evidence or allegation of fact 
in a declaration, the Declarations under 37 C.F.R. § 1.131 are ineffective. 

The above reasons for indicating that the Declarations are ineffective 
notwithstanding, the Declarations are ineffective because they fail to allege that the 
events relating to the conception coupled with due diligence leading to the reduction to 
practice of the instant invention occurred either in this country, NAFTA country or a 
WTO member country. See MPEP section 715.07(c) and 35 U.S.C, § 104. 

In view of the above reasons indicating that the Declarations are ineffective at 
overcoming the rejections of claims 1, 2, 5 and 27-33 relying on Dupuis, the rejections 
of claims 1,2,5 and 27-33 are maintained herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

1. Claims 1, 2, 5 and 27-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Dupuis 
(US Patent 6,819,710). 
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Claim 1 is limited to a circuit for detecting whether a telecommunication line is 
off-hook, said telecommunication line comprising tip and ring signal lines. Dupuis 
discloses an integrated modem and line-isolation circuit having intrusion detection. See 
Abstract. As seen in figure 4, the circuit is operable to be connected between tip and 
ring lines (202) and (204). The intrusion detection circuitry includes a voltage divider 
comprising resistors Ra and Rb, clearly coupled between the tip and ring lines. The 
effective output of the voltage divider is coupled to the base, i.e. control terminal, of 
transistor Q1 by resistor Rd and the second current flow terminal thereof. In addition, 
transistor Q1 is connected to a current source, represented by the output of bridge 
rectifier (404), at a first current flow terminal. The effective voltage dividing output is 
further provided to an ADC at input DCT (303) as seen in figure 3. Therefore, Dupuis 
anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 2 is limited to the circuit of claim 1, as covered by Dupuis. It is clear from 
figure 4, that the voltage divider disclosed by Dupuis includes a first and second resistor 
arranged with first terminals coupled to said tip and ring lines, respectively, and second 
terminals coupled to said node. Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the 
claim. 

Claim 5 is limited to the circuit of claim 1, as covered by Dupuis. Dupuis 
discloses that once the voltage of the tip and ring line is detected, it may be transmitted 
to a processor to determine if its value indicates an intrusion event. See column 8, lines 
13-29. Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim. 



Application/Control Number: 09/605,953 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2646 

Claim 27 is limited to a method for detecting whether a telecommunication line is 
off-hook without affecting the line impedance, said telecommunication line comprising 
tip and ring signal lines. Dupuis discloses a pair of tip and ring signal lines (21 0) are 
connected to an analog to digital converter (302) by way of signal line (303), i.e. 
modulating a DC voltage that appears across said tip and ring lines. As is seen from 
figure 3, the output of the ADC (302) is passed to a processor (100) over a capacitive 
isolation barrier (104), i.e. passing said modulated DC voltage through a non-optical 
high voltage interface circuit. As explained in column 8, lines 13-29, the isolated voltage 
is compared to a threshold to determine whether a line intrusion event has occurred, i.e. 
determining whether said telecommunication line is off-hook as a function of said 
modulated DC voltage. Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 28 is limited to the method of claim 27, as covered by Dupuis. As 
explained in the rejection of claim 27, Dupuis converts the voltage across the tip and 
ring line to a digital value using ADC (302), i.e. wherein step (1) comprises converting 
said DC voltage appearing across said tip and ring liens from analog to digital. 
Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 29 is limited to the method of claim 28, as covered by Dupuis. Dupuis 
clearly scales the voltage across said tip and ring line using a voltage divider comprising 
resistors Ra and Rb as seen in figure 4, i.e. scaling said analog DCyoltage appearing 
across said tip and ring lines before step (1). Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all 
limitations of the claim. 
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Claim 30 is limited to the method of claim 29, as covered by Dupuis. As 
explained in the rejection of claim 29, the voltage across the tip and ring lines is scaled 
by a voltage divider comprising resistors Ra and Rb as seen in figure 4, i.e. wherein 
said DC voltage appearing across said tip and ring liens is scaled by a voltage divider. 

Claim 31 is limited to the method of claim 27, as covered by Dupuis. Dupuis 
discloses in column 8, lines 13-29, comparing the digitally converted tip and ring voltage 
to a threshold, i.e. a reference value. Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the 
claim. 

Claim 32 is limited to the method of claim 31, as covered by Dupuis. Because 
the comparison step of Dupuis occurs after analog-to-digital conversion, the processor 
responsible for performing the step is inherently a digital signal processor. Therefore, 
Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 33 is limited to the method of claim 29, as covered by Dupuis. As 
described in column 9, line 52 through column 10, line 20, the DCT pin is enabled for 
monitoring the voltage across the tip and ring voltage only during periods of time when ' 
the DAA is set to an oh-hook status, as controlled by pin QB of the DAA, i.e. selectively 
enabling said DC voltage appearing across said tip and ring lines to be modulated. 
Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 

matter: 
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2. Claims 4, 6-8, 34, and 35 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of . 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 4 is limited to the circuit of claim 2, as covered by Dupuis. As can be seen 
from figure 4 of Dupuis, the first current flow terminal of transistor Q1 is not connected 
to ground, but to the positive rectified output of bridge (404). Therefore, Dupuis 
anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception wherein said voltage of said 
voltage source is ground. Thus, claim 4 is allowable over Dupuis. 

Claim 6 is limited to the circuit of claim 2, as covered by Dupuis. The analog-to- 
digital converter of Dupuis is shown only to be a single-ended device in figure 3. 
Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception wherein said 
analog-to-digital converter is a differential converter. Thus, claim 6 is allowable over 
Dupuis. 

Claims 7 and 8 depend on claim 6, and are allowable over Dupuis for at least 
the same reasons. 

Claim 34 is limited to the method of claim 29, as covered by Dupuis. Step (6) 
recites that the DC voltage is converted into a two state signal indicative of said DC 
voltage before step (1). As can be appreciated from figure 4 of Dupuis, no such 
conversion takes place. Thus, claim 34 is allowable over Dupuis. 

Claim 35 is dependent on claim 34, and is allowable over Dupuis for at least the 
same reasons. 



3. 



Claims 9-26 are allowed. 
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Claim 9 is limited to a telecommunication apparatus for coupling to a 
telecommunication link, said telecommunication link comprising tip and ring lines at a 
first voltage when said link is on-hook and at a second voltage when said link is off- 
hook. The above stated property is an inherent condition of all analog subscriber loops, 
such as that depicted by Dupuis in figure 4. Dupuis discloses a processor, shown 
generally as isolation interface (164) in figure 1B. In addition, Dupuis discloses an 
analog-to-digital converter (302) seen in figure 3 and a detection circuit, which has been 
substantially explained in the rejection of claim 1 . However, the detection circuit of 
disclosed by Dupuis does not operate in the same fashion as recited in claim 9. In 
particular, the analog-to-digital converter does not receive a first or second voltage from 
the second current flow terminal of said transistor that determines the hook state of the 
tip and ring lines, i.e. wherein said processor is adapted to disable said first circuit 
responsive to said analog-to-digital converter receiving said second voltage {when said 
transistor is turned off) and enable said first circuit responsive to said analog-to-digital 
converter receiving said first voltage (when said transistor is turned on). Thus, claim 9 
is allowable over Dupuis. 

Claims 10-18 are dependent on claim 9, and are allowable over Dupuis for at 
least the same reasons. 

Claim 19 is limited to a circuit for detecting whether a telecommunication line is 
off-hook, said telecommunication line comprising tip and ring signal lines. The analog- 
to-digital converter of Dupuis is shown only to be a single-ended device in figure 3. 
Therefore, Dupuis anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception wherein said 
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analog-to-digital converter is a differential converter. Thus, claim 19 is allowable over 
Dupuis. 

Claims 20-22 are dependent on claim 34, and are allowable over Dupuis for at 
least the same reasons. 

Claim 23 is limited to essentially the same subject matter as claim 19, and is 
allowable over Dupuis for at least the same reasons. 

Claims 24-26 are dependent on claim 23, and are allowable over Dupuis for at 
least the same reasons. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to rejected claims 1, 2, 5 and 27-33, filed 25 
July 2005, have been considered but are moot in view of the showing that the 
Declarations under 37 C.F.R. § 1.131 are ineffective. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Walter F. Briney III whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7513, The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sinh Tran can be reached on 571-272-7564. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




WFB 
11/22/05 



